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DETAILED ACTION 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1. 17(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's 
submission filed on 6/21/04 has been entered. Claims 1-40 are pending in this application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis 
for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or 
in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for 
patent in the United States. 

Claims 37-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Lemelson et al. 
(USPN 5,823,788; hereinafter Lemelson). 

Regarding claim 37, Lemelson discloses a graphical user interface, comprising: a plurality of 
sections on a display 14 simultaneously viewable by users of a plurality of remote units (See Fig. 1), each 
section corresponding to one of the remote units, each section displaying: a first portion displaying a 
remote unit identifier identifying the remote unit corresponding to the section; and a second portion 
displaying a question identifier identifying a particular one of a plurality of questions; and a visual 
indication operable to be displayed in a selected section of the display when a message is received by a 
base station from a selected remote unit corresponding to the selected section, wherein the message 
comprises a response to the question identified by the question identifier (Col. 1, lines 56-61; Col. 2, line 
65 -Col. 3, line 31). 



Application/Control Number: 10/004,949 Page 3 

Art Unit: 3713 

Regarding claim 38, Lemelson discloses a graphical user interface, wherein the graphical user 
interface appears on a single display 14 simultaneously viewable by all of the users of the remote units 
(See Fig. 1; Col. 2, line 65 -Col. 3, line 31). 

Regarding claim 39 Lemelson discloses a graphical user interface, wherein the second portion is 
further operable to display a new question identifier in response to a command from the remote unit (Col. 
3, lines 30-35). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set 
forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
in section 102 of this tide, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966), that are 

applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are 

summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-7, 10, 17-19, 20, 22, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Abrahamson et al. (USPN 5,002,491; hereinafter Abrahamson) in view of Jellinek et al. (USPN 
5,736,984; hereinafter Jellinek). 

Regarding claim 1, Abrahamson discloses a method for communicating in an education 
environment, comprising: determining a current question from a plurality of questions, the current 
question having a plurality of possible answers (Col. 10, line 30); receiving a message from a remote unit, 
the message comprising a remote unit identifier (Col. 4, line 67) and a response (col. 5, lines 10-11); 
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determining if the response is correct, and visually indicating if the response is correct or incorrect (Col. 
12, lines 48-50). 

Regarding claim 17, Abrahamson discloses a communication system comprising: a plurality of 
remote units; a memory operable to store a plurality of possible answers to a plurality of questions; a base 
station operable to receive messages from the remote units, each message comprising a remote unit 
identifier (Col. 4, line 67) and a response (col. 5, lines 10-1 1); a processor operable to determine if the 
response is correct, and visually indicating if the response is correct (Col. 12, lines 48-50); and a display 
simultaneously viewable by all users of the remote units and operable to visually indicate to the users 
whether their respective current responses are correct (Col. 5, lines 20-26). 

Abrahamson discloses all of the features of claims 1 and 17 with the exception of explicitly 
disclosing the feature of "determining that the current response if valid if the current response 
corresponds to any of the possible answers for the current question". However, the feature of validating 
user input is well known in the art. In addition, Jellinek discloses a computer system comprising a 
graphical processing element for processing user input, wherein the system determines whether a user's 
input is a valid input value by comparing the user's input with a set of defined input values that are 
appropriate (Col. 5, lines 30-40). If the input is valid, the graphical processing element processes the 
input values, and if the value is determined invalid a visual indication is provided in the form of an error 
message (Col. 4, lines 40-54). Thus, in view of Jellinek, it would have been obvious to an artisan to 
modify the visual feedback described in Abrahamson, by providing a visual indication of whether a 
response is a valid response, in order to inform a user whether a response is acceptable for the system to 
process and thereby allowing a user to modify the response into a form that is acceptable for processing in 
the system. 
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Regarding claim 2, Abrahamson discloses a method wherein the visual indication steps are 
performed using a single display simultaneously viewable by all users of the remote systems (Col. 5, lines 
20-26). 

Regarding claim 3, Abrahamson discloses a method further comprising: receiving a command 
from the remote unit; and in response to the command, determining a student's strengths and weaknesses 
to provide remedial action. It is not explicitly stated that the remedial action is determining a new current 
question. However, the interactive learning system described in Abrahamson is structured through 
exercises and quizzes, and if not implicit, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
that that the remedial action includes further quizzing. In addition this type of adaptive learning is 
notoriously well known in the art. 

Regarding claim 4, Abrahamson discloses a method further comprising: determining a current % 
question for a second one of the remote units; receiving a message comprising a remote unit identifier 
(Col. 4, line 67) and a response (col. 5, lines 10-1 1); determining if the response of the second remote unit 
is correct (Col. 12, lines 48-50). 

Regarding claims 5 and 18, Abrahamson discloses a method wherein the message from the 
remote unit is communicated as a wireless signal (Col. 7, line 56). 

Regarding claim 6, Abrahamson discloses a method further comprising: determining that a 
correct response for each of the questions has been received from the remote unit; and visually indicating 
to a user that a correct response for each of the questions was received (Col. 12, lines 48-50). 

Regarding claims 7 and 22, Abrahamson discloses a method further comprising: determining that 
a valid response for each of the questions has been received from the remote unit; and visually indicating 
to a user that a correct response for each of the questions was received (Col. 12, lines 48-50); and 
comparing the responses to a set of correct answers to the questions; and determining a score for the 
complete set of responses (Col. 11, lines 22-25). Abrahamson does not explicitly disclose the step of 
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validating a response before processing the response for correctness. However, the feature of validating 
user input is well known in the art. In addition, Jellinek discloses a computer system comprising a 
graphical processing element for processing user input, wherein the system determines whether a user's 
input is a valid input value by comparing the user's input with a set of defined input values that are 
appropriate (Col. 5, lines 30-40). If the input is valid, the graphical processing element processes the 
input values, and if the value is determined invalid a visual indication is provided in the form of an error 
message (Col. 4, lines 40-54). Thus, in view of Jellinek, it would have been obvious to an artisan to 
modify the processing of responses described in Abrahamson, by validating in order to inform a user 
whether a response is acceptable for the system to process and thereby allowing a user to modify the 
response into a form that is acceptable for processing in the system. 

Regarding claim 10, Abrahamson discloses a method wherein questions are ordered in a 
sequence, wherein the questions have a plurality of possible answers; visually indicating if a user's 
response is correct for each question in the sequence (Col. 17, lines 1-8). 

Regarding claim 19, Abrahamson discloses all of the claimed subject matter with the exception of 
explicitly disclosing that the base station receives a first message from a remote unit and rejects 
subsequent messages for a specified duration. However, it is the examiner's position that the feature of 
limiting user response is notoriously well known in an educational examination environment, and it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the system described in 
Abrahamson, by limiting the number of responses that are accepted for each question, so that the response 
can be recorded and feedback can be administered shortly thereafter. 

Regarding claim 20, Abrahamson discloses a system wherein the processor is further operable to 
change the current question for one of the remote units (Col. 4, lines 48-52). 
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Claim 23-26, 28-33, 35-36 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lemelson et al. (USPN 5,823,788; hereinafter Lemelson) in view of Ziv-El (USPN 6,302,698 
Bl). 

Regarding claims 23 and 30, Lemelson discloses a method and system for communicating in an 
education environment, comprising: displaying a plurality of sections on a display, each one of the 
sections associated with one of a plurality of remote units; receiving from a selected remote unit a 
message comprising a remote unit identifier for the selected remote unit and a current response to a 
question (Col. 1, lines 56-61), the question having a plurality of possible responses; and in response to 
receiving the current response from the selected remote unit, displaying a visual indication in the section 
corresponding to the selected remote unit (Col. 3, lines 1-7); (as per claim 30) wherein the display is 
simultaneously viewable by users of the remote units (Col. 1, lines 56-61; Col. 2, line 65 -Col. 3, line 31). 
Lemelson does not explicitly disclose a visual indication indicating whether the current response 
corresponds to a previous response to the question received from the one remote unit. However, Ziv-El 
teaches an educational system wherein a visual indication is provided indicating whether the current 
response corresponds to a previous response to the question received from a remote unit (see "ok", 
"tries"" and "response" sections in Fig. 14). Hence, it would have been obvious to an artisan to modify 
the visual indications described in Lemelson, by providing an indication of whether the current response 
corresponds to a previous response to the question, in light of the teachings of Ziv-El, such that a teacher 
may identify how many times a student has attempted to respond to a question, and thereby allowing a 
teacher to track each student's progress on a dynamic screen. 

Regarding claims 24 and 31, Lemelson discloses a method, wherein the display is simultaneously 
viewable by all of the users of the remote units (Col. 3, lines 1-24). 

Regarding claims 25 and 32, Lemelson discloses a method further comprising displaying the 
remote unit identifier for each remote unit in the corresponding section of the display (Col. 3, lines 5-6). 
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Regarding claims 26 and 33, Lemelson discloses all of the claimed subject matter with the 
exception of explicitly disclosing that the visual indication comprises flashing the remote unit identifier in 
a particular color. However, Ziv-El teaches an educational method, wherein the remote unit identification 
further comprises color-coding for the visual indications (Col. 22, lines 53-66). Hence, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the visual indications described in 
Lemelson, by providing color-coding for the visual indications, in light of the teachings of Ziv-El, such 
that a teacher may examine each of the users' progress on a dynamic screen. 

Regarding claims 28 and 35, Lemelson discloses a method, wherein: the message is received 
from the selected remote unit wirelessly (Col. 1, lines 37-60); and subsequent messages from the one 
remote unit are disregarded for a predetermined amount of time after the current message is received 
(Col. 16, lines 53-60). 

Regarding claims 29 and 36, Lemelson discloses a method wherein a different question may be 
associated with each remote unit, and the method further comprises determining the question associated 
with the selected remote unit (Col. 4, lines 2-16). 

Regarding claim 40, Lemelson does not explicitly disclose a visual indication indicating whether 
the current response corresponds to a previous response to the question received from the one remote unit. 
However, Ziv-El discloses an educational system wherein a visual indication is provided indicating 
whether the current response corresponds to a previous response to the question received from the one 
remote unit (see tries section, Fig. 14). Hence, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the visual indications described in Lemelson, by providing an indication of whether the 
current response corresponds to a previous response to the question, in light of the teachings of Ziv-El, 
such that a teacher may identify how many times a student has attempted to respond to a question, and 
thereby allowing a teacher to track a student's progress on a dynamic screen. 
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Claims 27 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lemelson 
et al. (USPN 5,823,788; hereinafter Lemelson) in view of Ziv-El (USPN 6,302,698 Bl), further in 
view of Sonnenfeld (USPN 6,112,049). 

Regarding claims 27 and 34, Lemelson discloses a method, further comprising: determining 
whether the current response corresponds to a correct or incorrect answer. The combination of Lemelson 
and Ziv-El does not explicitly disclose the feature of determining that a response does not correspond to 
any of the possible answers to the question. However, Sonnenfeld teaches an educational method 
wherein each question result indicates whether a response was correct, incorrect, or if it does not 
correspond to any of the possible answers (Col. 62, lines 47-63). In view of Sonnenfeld it would have 
been obvious to an artisan to modify the response analysis described in the combination of Lemelson and 
Ziv-El by indicating that a response does not correspond to any possible response in order to accurately 
compute question response statistics, which indicate whether a user responded correctly, incorrectly, or 
provided no response or an unknown response. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 1 1-16 are allowed. Claims 8-9 and 21 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: 

The prior art of record fails to teach the specific combination of elements as claimed in 
independent claim 1 1 . In particular the prior art fails to teach inter alia a graphical user interface having a 
plurality of sections, each section displaying a remote unit identifier, and each section comprising a first 
visible indication that is displayed in the section when a current response received from a remote unit, 
corresponding to the section, is not a valid response for a question; a second visible indication that is 
displayed when the current response is a valid response and no pervious valid responses have been 
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submitted to the current question; a third visible indication that is displayed when the current response is a 
valid response that matches a previous valid response; and a fourth visible indication operable to be 
displayed when the current response is a valid response different from a previous valid response. 

Patentability is also seen in, although not limited to: dependent claims 8 and 2 1 the combination 
of elements including a communication method and system having a plurality of remote units; receiving a 
message from a remote unit having a remote unit identifier and a current response; determining that the 
current response is valid if the current response corresponds to any of the possible answers for the current 
question; providing a visible indication if the current response matches a previous valid response for the 
current question; providing a visible indication if the current response does not match the previous valid 
response; and providing a visible indication if no previous valid response has been received from the 
remote unit. The closest prior art of record does not teach or fairly suggest this feature in the combination. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 6/21/2004 have been fully considered. Applicant's assertion of the 
difference between "validity" and "correctness" has been considered. However, arguments with respect 
to claims 1, 2, 4-7, 10, 17, 18, 20, and 22 are moot in view of the new ground of rejection. 

Applicant's arguments, with respect to claims 11-16, 8-9, and 21 have been fully considered and 
are persuasive. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 23, 30, and 37 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Applicant emphasizes that Ziv-El fails to teach or suggest the feature of claims 23 and 
30 of providing a "visual indication indicating whether the current response corresponds to a previous 
response to the question received from the selected remote unit". Applicant indicates that the "tries" 
section in Fig. 14 of Ziv-El shows the total number of incorrect answers submitted by a student, not 
whether the current response corresponds to a previous response. However, Ziv-El teaches a dynamic 
screen that identifies whether a student's current response corresponds to a previous response (See Fig. 
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14, "ok" "tries", "response" sections). For example, the dynamic screen provides a visual indication that 
student Jim Miller has a current response of "Fidgety" which is correct (see "ok" column). The "tries" 
column indicates that this student took two tries to get the correct response. Thus, it is clear that the 
student's current response does not correspond to his previous first response, which was incorrect. Ziv-El 
therefore teaches the feature of providing "a visual indication indicating whether the current response 
corresponds to a previous response to the question received from the selected remote unit". 

Applicant additionally asserts that Lemelson fails to disclose aspects of claim 37 including, "a 
plurality of sections on a display simultaneously viewable by users of a plurality of remote units". 
However, Lemelson discloses an educational system comprising a plurality of sections on a class display 
14 simultaneously viewable by users of a plurality of remote units (See Fig. 1). The class display 14 is 
part of the instructor base station 1 1 that includes an instructor display and a class display. Student 
responses are transmitted to this base station along with an identifier code and the student's answer (Col. 
1, lines 56-61). In addition, the instructor may display the information generated by the base station 1 1 
on the class display 14 (Col. 3, lines 20-24). The base station gathers and displays information including 
student responses with remote unit identifiers (Col. 1, lines 56-61) and question identifiers (Col. 3, line 
31). Therefore, Lemelson discloses all of the features of claim 37. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

■ Kucinski et al. (USPN 6,173,154) disclose an educational system wherein 
students respond to questions, and responses that cannot be given a numeric 
grade are considered invalid. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Cameron Saadat whose telephone number is 703-305-5490. The examiner can normally be 
reached on M-F 9:00 - 6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Xuan 
Thai can be reached on 703-308-2064. The fax phone number for the organization where this application 
or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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